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Abstract
This paper explores whether or not, current thinking in learning and teaching concepts
reflects the state of the ‘studio’ in architectural education. Schön highlighted the deviant
value of the architectural studio method in the 1980s for professional education. The
central vehicle used in many of his works to argue the value of the reflective practicum was
the one-on-one exchanges between an expert coach and a student. Opinions are divided
whether or not these practices purport to fulfill concepts of learner-centred teaching and
constructivism. This paper reviews and discusses the ‘studio’ literature in architectural
education in terms of its links to contemporary learning and teaching thinking, challenges
and criticisms associated, and alternatives emerging. The paper finds that the challenges
are more readily identified than remedied, and that a subtlety exists between intended and
enacted teaching practices. Alternatives are typically a variation of existing practices that
draw further from the opportunities of group interaction and critical discussion, but how to
make these succeed.
Keywords: studio education, studio instruction, one-on-one, Schön
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Introduction
The purpose of this paper is to further understand the state of the ‘studio’ tutorial in terms
of the changed landscape in learning and teaching. It is nearly 30 years ago that Schön
(1983, 1985, 1987,1988) began writing about the divide between the ‘studio’ approach
and the dominant positivist legacy within the university. According to Schön, professional
education would benefit from the deviant tradition of the ‘studio’ to provide a reflective
practicum (1988). Letting students learn how to tackle ill-defined, uncertain and
ambiguous problems by carrying out “…a reflective conversation with the materials of the
situation” and by the ‘support’ of the coach (1987:42). The architecture ‘studio’ is given
particular emphasis by Schön in his description of the reflective practicum, as it requires
the integration of artistic and scientific concepts. Knowledge and expertise develop over a
number of years by engaging in this process.
Since Schön, the learning and teaching paradigm has shifted from the teacher to the
learner and to what the learner does (Tyler, 1949:63; Shuell, 1986:429; Ramsden,
1992:114). These concepts are not new rather they have gained significant levels of
acceptance (Biggs, 2003:33). The shift has come from the recognition that learner
constructs their ‘schemata’ and that the act of telling and instructing the learner with
knowledge does not necessarily lead to learning. “Knowing is a process, not a product”
(Bruner, 1966:72). The teacher still has an important role, in the learner-centered
approach but it has subtly changed from ‘organising learning activities’ to ‘ making
learning happen’ (Ramsden, 1992:115). The ultimate aim is that the teacher becomes
redundant and the learner has the capacity and confidence to undertake lifelong learning,
which is both self-directed and autonomous (Boud, 1995:24).
Research examining the role of the ‘studio’ in architectural education by Webster (2004a,
2004b, 2007, 2008), Dutton (1991), Anthony (1991), Bachman and Bachman (2006)
Ashton (1997) and (Dinham, 1987, 1989) suggest that teaching approaches do not
appear to engage with the learner-centered approach. Webster amongst others states
that the tradition of the ‘studio’, in particular Schön’s portrayal, may be unhelpful and
outdated yet, enduring, lauded, well known and convenient. Some criticisms have
emerged in concert with the pressures being experienced by mass higher education in
England and Australia, since the 1990s. These include: larger class sizes, greater student
intakes, increase student diversification, as well as reduced public funding, less staff and
increased student fees (Ramsden 1992, 1999; Biggs, 2003). From Biggs’ perspective,
Teaching for Quality Learning at University (2003), he questions whether or not the
traditional teaching approaches and delivery (lecture/ tutorial format) are most
appropriate and need to be revisited, as they are no longer seem effective in this context.
He sees this as an opportunity. Whereas others’ research into the ‘studio’ wants to locate,
better understand and improve the ‘studio’.
Therefore, questions are raised what is the status of the ‘studio’ and studio teaching in
st
the 21 century? How has research in learning and teaching approaches merged,
adapted or diffused into the ‘studio’? This paper reviews contemporary literature in
learning and teaching and the architectural ‘studio’ to inform the following discussion.

The ‘Studio’ and Current Approaches to Learning and
Teaching
There are a number of significant characteristics that influence the make-up of the ‘studio’
and its longevity. The central concepts of design and creativity are complex, contested,
encompassing, ill defined, yet central to an architectural student’s education. Both
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Lawson (1997) and Cross (1996) describe some established design principles, yet the
design process still remains to be fully understood. They state that there is not one
correct way to undertake the design process. In return, this implies there is probably not
one correct way to teach it (Lawson, 1997; Dinham, 1989). As a consequence, both
learning and teaching design in the ‘studio’ are learnt from experiences and languages
within the community of practitioners (architecture and academia). The ‘studio’ provides a
platform for learning-by-doing and approach to draw tacit professional knowledge from
tutors reflecting on their own processes and the students, by discussion, gestures, and
sketches. The ‘studio’ environment is also recognized for its social transformation role in
shaping professional norms, attitudes and values (Banham, 1996).
Another important factor is the status and role of the ‘studio’ in architectural education.
The origins are linked to the first recognized and formal course in architecture, the Ecole
des Beaux-Arts school in Paris in 1819 (Caragonne 1996:47; Vilder 2004:17). The
school, adapted from an arts-based pedagogy, was devised in the academy system
during the Italian renaissance period (Beinart, 1981; Cunningham, 1979). The ‘studio’
(atelier) and associated teaching methods became known as the Beaux Arts model. The
‘studio’ provided a shared space where students learnt about design by carrying out
simulated projects (competitions) and patrons attended in the evenings for critiques. This
was considered radical in its time compared to the prevalent master/apprenticeship
model where an apprentice learnt from copying and experience (Ostwald & Williams,
2008a:18).
Over time the ‘studio’ has made small incremental shifts and adaptations according to
circumstances and contexts. For example, the ‘studios’ at the Ecole des Beaux Arts were
situated outside the school even though other subjects were taught by more formal and
didactic means within the school. The American adaption of the Beaux Arts model saw
the ‘studio’ brought physically within the school environment, whilst still maintaining
simulated project work. This approach was adopted by many other schools in America,
England, Australia, and New Zealand, with the inclusion of architecture courses into
higher education. Universities initially deferred the inclusion of professional education
such as architecture as they felt this type of education instilled knowledge and habit
rather than the creation of theory (Powers, 1993:33; Veblen 1918 in Schön, 1983:35).
Another significant shift came with the Bauhaus school (German school, 1919-1933) and
modernism, which overtook the dominance of the Beaux Arts model (Anthony, 1991:10).
It meant a change in the approach to design and design education, however the
importance of the ‘studio’ environment and systems remained (Crinson & Lubbock,
1994:159). Solutions were generated through experimentation and exploration of
materials, patterns and design to the age of technology and social changes, and no
longer constrained by the past (Cross, 2006:24; Caragonne, 1996:51; Brawne, 2003).
Remnants of the Beaux Arts model and the Bauhaus are evident in contemporary design
studio teaching (Webster, 2005; Vilder, 2004; Kellogg, 2004; Anthony, 1991; Beinart,
1981) by the: physical studio space, set design project and central focus on design in the
curriculum.
Skipping forward to the 1980s and the early 1990s, the ‘studio’ is generally described as
the “…central learning place for the making and reading drawings” (Moore, 1981:478). An
active site where most design work is carried out through “…drawing, model making,
debate, [and] discussion” (Dutton, 1991:165; Anthony, 1991). A few critics begin to
question the role and influence of the ‘studio’, describing its persuasiveness and durability
(Porter & Kilbridge, 1981: xi; Crinson & Lubbock, 1994:163). In the same period, Schön’s
books (1983,1987) on reflective practice brought new attention and legitimacy to the
‘studio’ model as a precedent for professional education. Schön identified the approaches

Conference Proceedings

1973

Louise WALLIS, and Anthony WILLIAMS

employed in the ‘studio’, such as the master demonstrations, design reviews, desk crits
and design juries (1987:43). The role of the ‘coach’ is to reveal their approach to design
and the process of reflection to inform and progress towards an appropriate solution.
(Schön, 1987:43). Significant references are made to the conversation held between
Quist and Petra during a design review (one-on-one tutorial), presented as best practice.
In considering the concept of ‘studio’ and the literature as it relates to the key learning
and teaching concepts expected of architecture education. Current thinking supports a
learner-centered approach founded on constructivism. The aim of learner-centered
approach is to refocus teaching on student learning, harnessing students’ motivation to
learn, and enabling students to determine what they need to learn and, subsequently,
how to employ reflective learning practices. This fits with the constructivists’ viewpoint
that the learner constructs or creates their own knowledge networks and interpretative
frameworks by actively modifying, revising and extending information input then relating it
to what they already know (Nicol, 1998:88).
According to Ramsden (1992) these concepts have been challenging to employ in higher
education.
Much university teaching is still based on the theory that students will learn if we transmit
information to them in lectures, or if we make them do things in practicals or seminars.
(Ramsden, 1992:8)
The ‘absorption’ theory of learning and didactic transmission, in many respects, continues
to persist. Research into learning and teaching within the context of the universities or
schools has only recently begun (Biggs, 2003:11). Biggs (2003) and Ramsden (1992)
make arguments that a more professional approach to teaching in higher education is
required. This suggests that the level and emphasis of learning and teaching in higher
education may vary, irrespective of discipline.
The ‘studio’ literature makes references to constructivists’ concepts: project-based
learning, problem based learning, experiential learning, and reflective learning and fit
within the constructivist’s viewpoint (Ostwald & Williams, 2008; Webster, 2004a, 2004b,
2008; Ashton, 1997; Lawson, 1997; Teymur, 1992; Schön, 1987; Beinart, 1981).
Constructivism is termed a viewpoint rather than a theory due to multiple interpretations
and influences. Many of the constructivists’ concepts have been attributed to Piaget and
Vygotsky’s works (Pritchard, 2005; Sutherland, 1997). As stated above, constructivism
revolves around the student construction of learning. External input is not viewed as the
‘truth’, rather as a working hypothesis (Schunk, 2008:236). The meaning is contextbound, cumulative in its nature, and prior knowledge is built on and not transferred
(Knowles 2005:192; Biggs & Moore, 1993:524). The learner’s level of engagement,
motivation and approach plays a key role in the process of learning. This is where the
role of the teacher lies to design appropriate activities that challenge learner’s abilities
and to support their engagement in the resolution of the problem, ascertain their progress
and increase their self-awareness of the approach they employed (Biggs & Moore,
1993:22-24).
The Constructivists’ approach is not to directly control the student’s learning but rather to
‘guide’. Challenges presented by this include the possibility that the knowledge
constructed by individuals can be inaccurate or faulty. Later discoveries may alter or
correct the learner’s conception or it may remain. The role of the ‘guide’ or the ‘facilitator’,
also presents a challenge in that it can be difficult to achieve and may be misunderstood
(McWilliam, 2009), in that there is a risk that the student or the teacher may take on a
passive role. This is not unique, but has received more attention with the focus on the
student experience and how students learn.
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Approaches Used in Delivering the ‘Studio’
The ‘studio’ is most commonly described as project-based learning and sometimes,
problem-based learning (Webster, 2004a; Davies & Reid, 2000). Both approaches have
emerged to enhance student learning and to capitalize on students’ motivation to learn
‘just in time’ to resolve a problem (Chambers, 2007:9). The ‘problem’ method was first
th
referred to in studio education at the beginning of the 20 century when the Beaux-Arts
model was adapted into the US (Bosworth & Jones, 1932). There is much conjecture
regarding the distinction between project-based learning and problem-based learning due
to many interpretations (Lee, 2009; de Graaf & Kolomos, 2007; Chambers, 2007; Biggs,
2003; Boud & Feletti, 1991; Boud 1985; Adderley, et al., 1975) Further confusion can
result from the misconception that problem-based learning refers to students learning
problem-solving skills or students learning from a set project. It seems that the key
difference made between project-based learning and problem-based learning is the view
that project-based learning is more a teaching technique whereas problem-based
learning is more encompassing and informs curriculum and course design (Savin-Baden,
2007:19). A concern associated with project-based learning and problem-based learning
is the level and intensity of resources required.
The other learning and teaching terms referred to in the ‘studio’ literature were
experiential learning and reflective learning. Parallels have been made between the
constructivist perspective and experiential learning, in that the focus is on the learner
constructing knowledge and it provides an overarching perspective for reflective learning,
problem-based learning and project-based learning (Cowdroy, Kingsland & Williams,
2007:53). Experiential learning is “…the process whereby knowledge is created through
the transformation of experience” (Kolb, 1984:38). Most advocates stress that experience
or action alone does not result in learning rather it is the critical reflection of the
experience and how this is transformed into considered actions (Boud, 1995; Moon,
2004; Race, 2005). Experiential learning relies on the context and the assumptions that
“…learning is a holistic process, …socially and culturally constructed; and … influenced
by the socio-emotional context it takes place in” (Boud, Cohen & Walker, 2000:8-14).
Group work is often associated with experiential learning, influenced by Lewin’s and
Vygotsky’s position that learners benefit from discussion with others due to the debate of
multiple perspectives and approaches causing individuals to reassess their knowledge
(Kolb, 1984). The role of reflection and reflective learning are paramount to experiential
learning. The distinction made between the two is that reflective learning posits that no
external experience is required for learning to take place, for example, reflecting on
something that is read (Moon, 2004:130).
The key issues identified with the shift to learner-centered teaching and constructivist
perspective is the failure to engage students in their learning and/ or reciprocal
exchanges. In that the learner or large proportion of the peer group may become passive
in their learning or even the tutor in their non-guidance. Recommendations have been
made that both the tutor and the learners require a new level of understanding about
learning and their roles. These themes are repeated in the criticisms made towards the
‘studio’.

The Studio is not Free of Criticism
Literature relating to the ‘studio’ is not devoid of criticisms, the central theme of these
criticisms relate to the effectiveness of teaching approaches employed. Other themes
related to studio culture, resourcing of studio spaces, student engagement, hidden
curriculum, the incorporation of ICT and the preparedness of student working knowledge
of construction and practice with design. This paper will focus on the effectiveness of
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teaching approaches, in the ‘studio’ with an individual (one-on-one) or the group. The crit
has been excluded, as a great body of work exists and potential alternatives known
(Webster, 2007, 2006, 2005; Parnell, et al., 2007; Shannon, 1995; Anthony, 1991, 1987;
Dutton 1991).

One-on-One and Schön’s Work
Many critics of studio teaching believe that little attention has been given to the
effectiveness of one-on-one tutoring or the tutor approach since Schön’s research
(Webster 2004b; Ashton 1997; Dinham, 1989). Schön dedicates an entire chapter (1987),
in his later work, on how the process “…can go wrong” in learning and teaching (119156). For the process to be effective requires an open and reciprocal exchange between
‘coach’ and ‘coached’ (the learner), which may be derailed by the stance or the
interpersonal communication skills of either participant. Schön’s recognizes this problem
as a ‘learning bind’ and emphasizes that it is the responsibility of the coach to diffuse the
situation of a win/lose scenario. Usher, Bryant and Johnston (1997) dispute the coach/
student relationship described by Schön as the learner does not need to take
responsibility or ownership in reframing the project problem, as the coach will eventually
demonstrate. This generates a dependent and more passive relationship to the ‘coach’
(Usher, Bryant and Johnston, 1997:164). It also seems that the use of ‘coexperimentation’ by Schön does not represent a contemporary understanding of
‘facilitation’ where working with the student to allow them to recognize their learning
process. Webster identifies that the Schön’s description excludes the affective and
corporeal dimensions of learning, and that learning can take place in both formal and
informal settings (2008:66).
It is curious that Schön identifies how ‘things go wrong’ in his second book. Beinart and
Argyris recognized these problems in their contributions to the Architecture Education
Study (1981), which Schön contributed to and the site of his primary data set into the
architecture studio. It is unclear what the impact that Schön (1987), Beinart (1981) and
Argyris (1981) identification of these practices has had on the approach of studio
teaching and student learning. There are only seldom references made in subsequent
literature (Dinham, 1987; Ashton, 1997; Webster, 2004b). The literature in professional
learning still views the role and value for student reflection and learning from ‘experts’,
others and the self (Brockbank & McGill, 1998). However, the role of the ‘expert’ has
shifted to assist the student to recognize and bridge the gap between their intentions and
what is enacted (Ramsden, 1992).

One-on-One and the Constructivist Perspective
Leaving the problems with Schön, two more recent accounts demonstrate the concern of
how effective the existing studio teaching practices are from a constructivist perspective.
Webster (2004b) poses whether the protection given by the architectural academics and
practitioners in England towards the individual tutorial is warranted in a climate of mass
higher education.
… the most valued method for teaching and learning in design studio is the 20-30 minute
one-to-one tutorial between student and design tutor…so valued that it has survived as a
central pedagogic tool in architectural education despite diminishing resources and
increasing student numbers (Webster, 2004b:106).
A similar predicament is reflected in Wood’s anecdotal evidence from New Zealand.
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…I think most studio teachers are unaware that they are providing directions that will be
taken verbatim by a student desperate to have their faults fixed, and their marks assured
(Wood, 2009:3)
This excerpt describes how the approaches made by tutor and student works against the
principles of a reciprocal reflective dialogue and appear to misunderstand the process of
learning. Wood also reflects that the assessment of a resolved design does not
necessary reflect whether or not the student has learnt from the experience or followed
instructions. Ramsden clarifies this point from learning and teaching perspective that
…if we learn how to do something, it is assumed that learning how to reflect on what we do
and to apply our knowledge to new situations naturally follows (1992:113).
This is not the case.
Wood provocatively speculates whether or not some one-on-one tutorials have become
more ineffective than a lecture as they both rely on didactic transmission. For the
dialogue to represent more than transmission there needs to be a level of interrogation
and clarification between tutor and student so as to understand each other’s perspective,
however there is asymmetrical power difference (Dutton, 1991). Both Webster’s and
Wood’s accounts emerge from searches to locate existing studio teaching practices
within the contemporary learning and teaching environment in the academy. The key
theme emerging from this research area is that architectural educators demonstrate a
limited understanding of how we learn (Webster, 2004-2008; Oschner, 2000; Ashton,
1997; Dinham, 1989, 1987; Kilbridge & Porter,1981). Are these concerns acknowledged
in the broader discipline of architectural education and practice?

Reoccurring Patterns in the ‘Studio’
The Architecture Education Study was initiated in the US in the 1970s to provide teaching
materials and strategies as it was felt that architectural educators had a little appreciation
of the cognitive and behavioural processes in learning (Kilbridge & Porter, 1981:xii). The
focus however altered during the research as it became apparent it was not understood
what took place in the ‘studio’ (Kilbridge & Porter, 1981:viii). Nearly a decade on, Dinham
(1987) reports that many of the recommendations and findings from The Architecture
Education Study were ignored and there was little improvement on design studio
instruction (8). Dinham echoes Beinart’s recommendations that teachers rely too much
on architectural criticism when other models or methods could be discussed and further
research is required (Dinham, 1989; Beinart, 1981:33).
From this the context the link is made that “…what teachers do is strongly influenced by
what and how they think“ (Yinger, 1986:274). Studio educators are both an architect and
a design instructor, setting up a dual and sometimes contradictory role (Dinham, 1989;
Webster, 2004b; Moore, 1981). In the past, the role of learning and teaching skills in
higher education was not valued as in the context of primary or secondary education, for
example a teaching qualification. Knowledge and experience was prized more in
university setting. The challenge set by student – centered learning to facilitate and guide
students so that the students develops and questions their approach, instead of
mimicking practice is more difficult to achieve. These circumstances of tutors being less
prepared may be more frequent in professional education as the typical practice is to
engage eminent practitioners and graduates for their knowledge and experience in the
subject. Recognition of tutor’s front line role with students is starting to be more
addressed at universities. Consideration also needs to be given to the trend to employ
senior students. Evidence was found in the US, UK, and Australasia due to financial
constraints (Ochsner, 2000; Race 2005; Ostwald & Williams, 2008a).
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The Role of the Tutor in the ‘Studio’
It is only from a closer inspection of practice does it become apparent, whether or not the
benefits of project or problem based learning are being realised. A few studies provide
such evidence. These will be discussed from the role of tutor and then the implications to
student learning. Webster (2004b) and Ashton (1997) found that tutors perceptions of
their practice varied from the student experience and the non-participant observer. In
Webster’s study, tutors espoused an approach similar to Schön’s expert ‘coach’ but found
it difficult to implement and frustrating. Many blamed the students’ knowledge or
motivation (Webster, 2004b:107). Student’s found their tutors predominant approach was
demotivating, as the tutor did not listen and talked too much (Webster, 2004b:108). The
tutors’ approaches identified by the students’ lived experiences and research
observations were akin to a demonstration method, “follow-me”. Tutors typically drew
over and directed solutions from their personal design stance. Another approach
identified was that of the ‘entertainer’ who instructed from personal stories and historical
examples yet made limited connection to the students’ approach or thinking process.
In Ashton’s study (1997) tutors reflected that most of their time was spent and valued in
one-on-one tutoring, whereas the students indicated most of their time was spent in
group based teaching. Observations made of studio teaching practices found little
distinction between the one-on-one and the group approach, except the group provided
an audience. The students in the group tutorial found it boring, long and unhelpful,
suggesting no benefits was gained through the presence of a group (Ashton, 1997:56).
Ashton’s recommended that traditional approaches such as the one-on-one were no
longer defendable in terms of its effectiveness in student learning and that there was
merit to further develop group-teaching techniques.
According to Cowdroy, Kingsland and Williams (2007) the studio tutorial via small group
teaching is more likely compromised by the tutor providing the answer or the approach. A
position observed by Webster in observations of the one-on-one tutoring approach
(2004b). This result of providing the answer has been linked to the tutor’s conception of
learning and facilitation skills, students adopting a passive stance, limiting the reflection
and development of high-order thinking and the restricted amount of time. It is from this
context that Cowdroy, et al. (2007) proposes the rationalization of small group teaching
and the use of other appropriate teaching methods according to whether or not the focus
is low-order or high-order thinking. Small group teaching was still being valued but
acknowledged that a sufficient length of time was required for students to challenge and
reach their positions from collective discussion. The group discussion provides a forum
for multiple perspectives to be voiced and test held views.
The whole point of problem solving as a learning task is that it should engage the students
actively in thinking about the subject matter, and in operating on the relations within it, so
that personal meaning can be created. (Laurillard, 1984:136)
Dinham’s (1987,1989) research found that the tutor’s conception to learning and
approach was also hindered by their ability to clearly communicate with students. The
tutors’ approaches were more focused on the product than the process of reaching a joint
construction of meaning. Generally, tutors gave more detailed feedback when discussing
negative criticism compared to positive aspects (Dinham,1987). The discussion of
student’s work that was deemed inadequate was found to be confusing and oblique due
to the blend of negative and positive feedback. In contrast, a few tutors found it difficult to
express negative feedback to a student, instead drawing comment from the peer
audience through leading questions. In Webster’s opinion (2004b) the lack of learning
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and teaching theory in the ‘studio’ means that tutors rely on their own experiences and
mentoring but are unlikely to engage in critical reflection.

Student Learning and the Student Experience
In terms of student learning, the research showed that less equipped or able students did
not benefit from one-on-one tutorials (Webster, 2004b; Beinart, 1981). Often their
experiences were linked to feelings of being humiliated, bullied or passive. Therefore,
students were less willing to challenge their thinking (Webster, 2007:25). It is unclear
what proportion of students were viewed as less equipped or able, and whether or not
this can be improved with students and tutors being better prepared for this approach?
Dinham (1987,1989) made a similar observation that more mature students were better
placed to engage and learn from studio tutorials. Literature on project-based learning
from 1975 recommends the use of small group tutorial (2-3 students) in preference to
one-on-one tutorials as less able or shy students gained more from the learning
experience (Adderley et. al., 1975). It was also seen as a means to mediate personality
clashes.
The level of dependency and assurance required by the learner is more likely to increase
if the student takes on a passive, surface, or strategic approach (Anthony, 1991; Dutton,
1991). Research suggests that the removal of the student to take responsibility creates a
barrier to the adoption of a deep learning approach (Brockbank & McGill 2007:26). It may
mean in the ‘studio’ that the learner focuses on the ‘doing’ and the product, than an
understanding or recognition of what may be generalized from these experiences
(Ochsner, 2000; Wood, 2009). The art of creating trust and supporting “shared play” and
discovery is a complicated matter. Without this environment the opportunity for
meaningful and transforming dialogue is compromised (Ochsner, 2000).
In conclusion, the evidence suggests that the current employment of the one-on-one
tutoring is difficult to defend from a current learning and teaching perspective (Dinham,
1987; Ashton, 1997; Oschner, 2000; Webster, 2004b; Cowdroy, et al., 2007; Wood
2009). It is more difficult to find literature that proposes alternatives and solutions.

Alternatives to the One-on-One
Most possibilities took the form of existing ‘studio’ approaches but expanded or honed a
facet. Webster (2004a) explores the role and effectiveness of a design diary to aid
students in the explicit reflection of their experience and learning, with the self and others.
Bender and Vredevoogd (2006) and Cowdroy, et al. (2007) recommend a blended
learning approach where the design studio is modified and includes an appropriate mix of
other teaching methods. Bender and Vredevoogd (2006) concern with studio tutorial
model is students may wait and be passive waiting for a few minutes of individual
feedback. They propose lectures, tutorials via the computer and weekly digital reviews
and portfolios. Cowdroy, et al. (2007) proposes to rationalise small group teaching to the
development of “high-order abilities” to allow sufficient time for collective discussion (63).
This accounting for the student’s learning period spanning five years. More resources are
provided in the first three years to develop the skills and capacity of the students to
become more self-directed and carry out research in the later years. Therefore, critical
points have been selected rather than shorter regular discussions. Munby (2008)
describes an approach, which encourages and harnesses peer discussion through the
production of diagrams in small group tutorials. In that the group form into pairs and
workshops potential alternatives through the production of scaled diagrams on trace to a
student’s identified problem or an issue from the brief. The act of making a diagram to
condense, summarize or propose to another peer’s work showed new levels of
understanding and thinking of the project brief. Munby’s experience found that the
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dominance of some students was overcome by time restrictions in the production of
diagrams and the need for everyone to present. A salient point to consider is whether or
not the approach taken to engage students in their learning is mistaken for the
organization of energetic student activity (Ramsden, 1992:113).

Considerations and Conclusions
The review of the literature found that many long-standing practices such as the one-onone, as legitimized by Schön’s work (1983, 1987) and small group tutoring have been
interrogated by the shift to a learner-centered perspective. It is not difficult to appreciate
why many recognize existing studio practices to favorably align with learned centered
perspective, as references to facilitation, coaching, experiential learning and reflective
dialogue seem consistent with studio teaching. However, there exists a small body of
work which compares the tutor and students’ lived experiences (Webster, 2004b; Ashton,
1997; Dinham, 1987) that show the subtlety of a constructivist’s approach has not broadly
permeated studio-teaching approaches. The differences may sound trivial, but the level of
distinction is significant when student learning is understood. The literature shows that
tutors and learners require additional preparation to generate and benefit from
collaborative and reflective dialogue processes. These recommendations were made first
in the early 1980s, illustrating the legacy of architectural education traditions, and the
emphasis on the educator having knowledge and experience in the field of architecture or
design.
The majority of recent research is born out of the pressures generated from mass higher
education and/ or the search to justify decisions from learning and teaching foundation.
This research has yet to establish the state of other regions such as the European
continent where the Beaux Arts and the Bauhaus traditions originate? It seems likely that
the employment of the one-on-one tutoring process will reduce over time or funding will
be taken from other areas with the current trends in the academies. Research shows that
there are advantages gained through small group teaching in terms of multiple
perspectives presented but still some of the problems associated with one-on-one are
relevant. The question remains whether or not a critical learning and teaching perspective
will inform such debates or provide assistance in developing modified or new ‘studio’
teaching approaches. There is no correct approach, but a number of better ways to teach
design. The ‘studio’ remains an awkward fit within the academy system.
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